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DETAILED ACTION 

1, The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claim 46, 47, 49 and 54-55 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Gong et al. (US Patent No. 6, 683, 737) I view of Gill et al. (US Patent No. 6, 465, 854). 

Regarding Claim 46, Gong et al. teaches a method for operating an infomiation storage 
system comprising: 

Positioning a read head to a first position where no user data is stored proximate a 
storage medium (Col. 5, L. 9-25 and Col. 6, L. 41-49, in which it evaluates the 
PES parameter, which is an evaluation parameter as described in the Applicant's 
Specification in Page 15, L. 19-25); 

Comparing a value of an evaluation parameter to a predetermined level (Col. 7, L. 
17-29); 

However, Gong et al. does not explicitly teach wherein the head is cleaned if the error exceeds 
the predetermined level and changing to another position if the first position did not surpass the 
predetermined level. This limitation is taught by Gill et al., wherein it teaches cleaningtie head 
if errors are detected in Col. 5, L. 32-35, 39-46 and Col. 6, L. 14-16 (Wherein Gill et al. teaches 
that if no error is detected, the method may end or if more blocks need to be written evaluated, it 
repeats the process of reading the track for errors in another track.). It would have been obvious 
to a person of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention was made, to modify Gong et 
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al.'s invention with the teaching of Gill et al. in order to optimize write error recovery procedures 
as taught in the Disclosure of Gill et al. 

Regarding Claim 47, the combination of Gong et al. and Gill et al. teach all the 
limitations of Claim 46. The combination further teaches wherein repositioning the read head to 
the first position after head cleaning and re-detecting the value of the evaluation parameter (Col. 
5, L. 36-60). 

Regarding Claim 49, the combination of Gong et al. and Gill et al. teach all the 
limitations of Claim 46. The combination further teaches wherein the evaluation parameter is an 
error signal (Col. 5, L. 9-25 and Col. 6, L. 41-49 of Gong et al., in which it evaluates the PES 
parameter, which is an evaluation parameter as described in the Applicant's Specification in Pag. 
15, L. 19-25). 

Regarding Claim 54, the combination of Gong et al. and Gill et al. teach all the 
limitations of Claim 46. The combination further teach wherein the reserved track includes a 
radially inner portion of a disk (See Fig. 1 of Gong et al., wherein there is a disk. It is obvious 
that for the tracks being farther from the center from the disk there is a radial inner portion in the 
disk.). 

Regarding Claim 55, the combination of Gong et al. and Gill et al. teach all the 
limitations of Claim 54. The combination further teach wherein data stored in radially inner 
portion of the disk is highly susceptible to errors (It is obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art that as the radius of the disk gets smaller, the smaller the bits are recorded and hence, the 
more errors can be caused by recording operations.). 
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3. Claims 48, 50-53 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Gong 
et al. and Gill et al. as applied to claim 46 above, and further in viev^ of Anderson et al. (US 
Patent No. 6,215,618). 

Regarding Claim 48, the combination of Gong et al. and Gill et al. teach all the 
limitations of Claim 46. However, the combination does not explicitly teach wherein the first 
position is on a loading track. This is taught by Anderson et al. in Col. 3, L. 61-64 and Col. 5, L. 
36-66. It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the 
invention was made, to modify the combination's invention with the teaching of Anderson et al. 
in order to prevent errors in the medium as taught by Anderson et al. 

Regarding Claim 50, the combination of Gong et al. and Gill et al. teach all the 
limitations of Claim 46. However, the combination does not explicitly teach wherein the 
evaluation parameter is flyheight. Anderson et al. teaches in Col. 6, L. 48-67 that the separation 
(i.e. flyheight) between the head and the disk is measured because it may cause errors in the 
medium. 

Regarding Claim 51, the combination of Gong et al. and Gill et al. teach all the 
limitations of Claim 46. However, the combination does not exphcitly teach parking (or 
stopping) the head when the second evaluation parameter exceeds a predetermined level. 
Anderson in Figs. 5A and 5B teach performing multiple tries by means of comparison in order to 
determine if the head must be parked because the errors still exceed the predetermined level and 
claim the drive test as a failure. 

Regarding Claim 52, the combination of Gong et al.. Gill et al. and Anderson et al. teach 
all the limitations of Claim 51. The combination further teach wherein moving the head for 
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normal operation when the second operation does not exceed the predetermined level (See Fig. 
5A of Anderson et al.. Element S3). 

Regarding Claim 53, the combination of Gong et al., Gill et al. and Anderson et al. teach 
all the limitations of Claim 51. The combination fiirther teach wherein the second evaluation is a 
soft error rate (See Fig. 5A, wherein it performs a second comparison in S4 while still reading 
and writing in the tape reel.). 

Response to Arguments 

4. Examiner acknowledges that Claim 26 has been amended in the Applicant's 
Amendment filed 10/02/06. 

5. Applicant's arguments filed 10/02/06 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. Applicants argue that neither Gong et al. nor Gill et al. teach positioning the head in a 
second position if the first position does not surpass a predetermined level. Examiner cannot 
concur with the Applicant. In Gill et al. Col. 5, L. 32-35 it teaches wherein if no errors were 
detected in the first position, the head would then transfer to a second position if any other tracks 
need to be evaluated for errors. 

6. Examiner noted on Page 4 of the Applicant's Amendment as addressing remarks of 
Claims 2 and 3. Examiner assumed that the Applicant meant the Office Action pages 2 and 3. 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
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MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications fi-om the 
examiner should be directed to Glenda P. Rodriguez whose telephone number is (571) 272-7561. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday thru Thursday: 7:00-5:00; alternate Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Andrea L. Wellington can be reached on (571) 272-4483. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-fi-ee). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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